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ploration of interpersonal justice suggests some 
ative deprivation theory, justice theoryr^and 
Distinctions .between home life and work life are 
about fairnessr deservStngness r and deprivation, 
adults explored the extent to which men and 
bout their ^o.bs and home' lives and the extent to 
are not recei^j^^ what they deserve at work and. 
oii was made of two special subgroups from this 
en and 31 employed women , all' married, 
igh status jobs. Eo»th men and women felt less 
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■ * * Abstract 

* ■ m ' 

The present paper represents an exp?.oratory pro"^ jLnto the 
area of . interper^nal' justice. It outlines three related areas — 
relative deprivation theory, justice theory, and depression 
research ■ — and suggests some connections among tKem. Descriptive 
findings from a survey project are presented as tentaiJCive ^ 
support for;, the idea that one ought to distinguish between home 
life and work life in thinking about fairness, deservingness , 
and deprivation. 



\ In a panel on justice, it seems only just to start by admitting 

^ ■ ' : ■• '7" ■.. ■ • ' : ' ■ "' '■]..] " " 

the very tentative nature of some :6f what^ follows. That I am ; 

liunabashed in mjr g toping ought , probably, to be attributed tc the > 

V . V ' \ \ ■ \ . • " ■ ... 

\. fact that I am; still in the first enthusiastic flush of discovery. 

The discoyeify is^^not one of new territorieis. Rather, it concern's 



the cutting of paths between three well tended, highly cultivated 
gardens. Let me give the contours of ^ac^ first and suggest the 



linking paths. / ^ 

' ■ ■ , '■' ■ ' ' ' ' • - • 

Relative deprivation ; 

The: first area is, relative deprivation theory. At the 
core of the theory is^ the propbsitii^ that our feelinj?* of / i 
deprivatio;! and gratification; , or more, generally our feelings of 
satisfaction with some situation,' are not simply a function of | 
the objective characteristics of the situation. More specif ically, 
people feel aggrieved' with their outcomes when knd only when> 
certain psychological preconditions are 'fulfilled. Various ; 
theorists differ in what they postulcJte to be tiie crucial pre- 
cond,itions. In itsTm^st/ertgpf g^^ fitates that 

people feel aggrieved about their failure to have some outcome (X) 

' ■ ■ . / ■■ 

when they: 1) want X; 2) feel they deserve X; 3) see some other ot 

others who have X; 4) uE^jed to think it possible to attain X; 

5) •think.J.l: will no Ibiigeir be possible to attain X; and 6) do no 

/• - ; - ' ■ ' • ■• - ■ ■ 

blame t|iemselves for ijtheir f ailure to possess X. 

t ' ' ' ■ ' ' ■ / ' . ■ , .■ ■ , .' ' • 

Recent attempts tp; test the hi^othSesized. preconditions of 

' ■■ • ■. ■ ■ ■ . • •■. . ' . ; , 

felt deprivatipn (e.g., Crosby & Berns^iein, note 1) have^shown 



that two preconditions are .especially impottrant. These are feelings 



of ^d^etvlngness and.'^^ S6me dWita also suggest that 

deprivatlo^ Is feifc,^ that are 

under iiiini«noContjci)IV Aversive events J which^are 1^ the provlticie 
of the gods seem Tiot to elicit deprivation' iLnd resentment but 
-rather to result in othe negative emotions- like mourning or / 
/depression.- , • -'.'- i -.j-'y/-^' /V^- :■. ^ 



Principles of justice ' . - / . ;] 



Tlfe second garden of Ideas Is/ Interpersonal justice In generals 
and JWrton Deutsch's (1975) r^flectlansj on the principles of 
distributive justlcl^,^;'i^ particular vr^^M Deutsch, a I 

sense of injustice ma^ dirj^ct^ed (^^ values^ at the rules i 




implement the values, at the implementatiion of accepted rules; or 
at the procedure by which rules are ^ets,-rmlned. Deutsch gqe3 on 
to dlstltigu^ three value bases for tne distribution of reiiirards 

and to identify their determinants wt-TAv. the context of cooperative 

■ '■ '■ \' ■ '. ■ ■■" ' • ■ ■ ' . ■ 

relationships . /He proposes ^,that eqizz^z^ 1e the dominant principle 



of distrlbut;Lve| justice in relation : z^ze^ln^ around economic 
productivity; thait equa— i.ry Lb the ::rn:::z^r principle in relation- 
ahlps emphasizing socio-emotxonal be:_r:i;; and that need is the 

dominant principle in relaticj^shl^s^rc^i -Ive around growth 
an^ development. ' . \^ 

Deutsch's distlncticrj: haLp me ... ,>.«-2n my thinking about 
relative deprivation thecr;-. .elat"' -i, rr^vation theorists 
have traditionally dlstxagu: 47h^£: -ler irsonal (or egoistical) 
deprivation, on thfe one han. ^r ig -fraternal deprivation, 

on the other (Pettigrew, ^-'dH^^ Ru : (1966) has also, 

differentiated between r - domaljas . : over, money, and etatus. 
But no one has seriously consic.ered i Importance of Interpersonal 



contexts for the processes , of relative deprivation. After lading 
Deutsch's article and other pieces In the same Issue of The Journal 
of Social Issues (Lemer, 1975)^ It ^occured to me that deprivation 
or resentment might' be more pronounced In the workplace, where 
both' the' values and the rules are comparat,lvely clear cut i than . 
In the home, where values may be^ln flukl (cf. , Chodorow., 1978; 

Shorter, 1975) and where the rules for enacting values are'lmpreclse 

* • - ^ .' " • 

and elastic. The quantification of life' In the workplace tends . 
to facilitate the computation of distributive justice. But what 
metric can be used at home? Even if one settles on the proper 
justice principle (say, ^^i^lty rather than equity), how is one 
to keep the tally? . \ ' ' f 

Depression Resciatch ■ 

The :airc ar : .rest con^^rr^ gender ^differences in 
deoressiot.. That u;£ore~£ jxcn is primarily a female malady is all 
too solid ^ docume .t:^. Weissman & Klerman (1977) for^example, 
review ov^ r f~ty " which show that women are depressed 

2 and 6 t mbf - uly as are men. While some psychologists 

(e.g., Lci^is ur i'j ^ the possible physiological basis of the 

gender di^ - .-^ ^ther, (e. 5.. Bart, 1972; Cbesler, 1972) ^ 
emphasize :nr tiance *f social roles. Sqjne empirical studies 

have showr .::ewive-5 are more sever ly depressed than are 

women in the ^abor fc:rce. (Mostow & Newberry, 1975; Welssman & 

Paykel, 1974). ' 

Where is thi .j^nnecting footpath? It occur ed to me that one, 
reason why house .ves are more depressed than working people is 
that*' their ^^rl^:-^ labor, has an elastic mettle. When things are 
going well in the home,' belng^a housewife might be as enjoyable as 



any .other. type. of labop. But when thing? go awry It Is difficult 



Indeed to feel deprived. Here then is the role ambiguity theory of 
/housewife depression with a new twist, t do not think the role 
demands of housework and wifehood are ainbigtious in and of themselves 
But it* seems reasonable to think that the rewards of the task 
are so qualitative and^so resistant to quantif icaticn that It is 
(Sometimes difficult for' a woman to decide if the outcor as are what 
they ought to be. The same, it seems, applies to men, bj^t hn.ise— 

; . ■ ' / \ . 

husbands are still scarce enough to keep the gender rat: • : 



- ■ ( 
) . ■ 

^it-i^erationg; in. mind, «I ijiave begt 



tome lives and the extent to ^rhich men and 



depression favor ble to males. K 

With th'??t, jWerat ions. in. mind, «I ijave begu_i no rort 

around ii. sca:£ . Hurvey data>^ The analys^es ars exploratory. 

They d€£:-:rib£ er .t to which men and women fe£:l depri^*ed about 
the:-r 1 r: 

wome ~n not receiving what they deserre at home and 

at^ v7C-'... Th:e: . : describe home and work, differences concerning i 

^.ipiLe cf ot: tables related to Tel t deprivation. - 

I hiave approached the data with two hunches. First, when 

occupational status (e.g., employed, at home) and job status 

•■ • . . . ■ 

(high, low) are controlled, gender differences ought not to be 

evident. Secondly, it seems likely that the scores on work related 

items will differ from scores on home reflated ones. . - 



Method 



Overview 



A survey was recently Conducted in a ^suburb of Boston. It 



forms the cet^ter piece in a' study which aims ,to document the^ 
effect of employment on women and to test some theories of 
relative deprivation. In^this paper, a small portion of the. 



...I 



r ■ ■ . . r ' 

data are presented. Two types of -analyses are done here. FJrst, 
frequency distributions from the complete sample on three separate 
items* are given. Second, scores on five variables (each of which 
is constructed from^ a nximber of ite^: *) =^re given for two ;?uh-grovips - 
in the'sample: high status marrr^iiJ erjtplcyt:! men arid high sCirus • , 
married employed women. ,^ • ^ 

Sample - 

The total sample included over JO resi-ients of a Bost. : , 
suburb. All of . the res^ndents wem -ijlte and between thir ag:i:3^ 
of 25 and 40. They were selected published listings :r own 

residents using a hybrid sampling t^_jnr:lque. Basically, -^e l ed 
stratified random sampling, tinr .J ^Ith some quota sampling 
techniques. The general sample utained three subgroup£3 -mrployed 
men, employed women, and housewi\r=iS , All group? were divide -, oti 

.i ^ . ' • ' . 

tHe basis of their own or theii?' husband s ' occupations, iaro high 

/■:,.} \ ' • ^ ^ ■ 

status and low status. The two employed samples wet e also divided 

... * ■ . » . - ■ • 

it] to three family categories: single (unmarried) ; mf^jnried (intact , 

(} . ' • • - « , • 

ma^rriage,. no- children); and parent (intact martrfLage, children). 

i " . - ■ • ■ . • ' ■ " ■ 

All -pf the housewives were in the parent category. 

■ • i ' ■ * . ■ 

j The two special samples examined here are:' 31 employed men 

'\ ' ■ ' • . ■ . ' ^ ■ / " ■ . ■ 

with high 'status jobs who are married 'iut 'hay§ no children and 

'i • ■ - / ■ f ■ . h 

31 lemployed women with^high status job^ who are married but have 

i • ' ■ , ■ ■ > ' , 

uo children. Typical occupations in both groups .are physician, 
lawyer, and psychologist. All 'respondents ♦in the two groups ^ 

■ ■ 1 

have occupations with a rank ^ of 60 or higher on the National Opinion 
Research Ceriter prestige ratings (Davis, 1976). 



Interview schedule . , 

The interview schedule contained a series of questions intended 

to be operational 'measures of the" hypothesized, preconditions of 

"* . * 

deprivation and of the deprivation outcome. We distinguished among 

V ■' ^ 

three types' of 4;^rivatioh:^ resentments concerning one's own job; 

resentments concerning one's own home- life and res^tments concerning 

the situation of women in America. The schedul^a^lso included 

Radloff's; (1975) depression scale'. Housewives were asked all._ 

questions relating to home life and to women in general.^ The 

employed samples wereVsked about all three areas Most of ther 

quest ians relating to home life were not asked of the single 

employed men aixd'wdmen.' 

Data from six questions were analyzed without respect to 
gender. Two questions concerned the use of comparisoft others, 
two concerned control, and two. concerned the target of anger. . >^ 
The exact wording c5^ the questions is found in Table 1. . 

ThV five variables which were analyzed for the two special 

gfoups"^ were: 'a) feelings of deservingness concerning one's job 

(Job-D) ; b) feelings of deprivation concernitig one's job (Job-RD) ; 

\) feelings of deprivation concerning bne's home life (Home-RD) ; 
^ • • '• ■ 

. and e) . feelings of depression. For each variable, there were 

between three and 20 items which averaged into a conJbined score. 

A copy of the questions is included Inam appendix^ The potential 



^nd actual range^^of scores may b^ seen in Table 



' Results 

Frequency distributions • . ^ ' 

Table 1 shoW^ the number of respondents- who use. a comp^ison 
other at work .and at home. Comparing oneself to others 'is far more ' 
frequent at work £han at home.* Nearly 80% of«the' respondents 
answered in the sfffirmative (yes, do compare) concerning comparisons 
at work, wMle only about 50% of the respondents answered in the 
affirmative concerning home. ' /^'^ . — 

Insert Table 1 ' 



Table 1 also'.sjiows that the , distributions of answjers for the' 
question concerning control were almost identical for the two cases 
of wotk and^ home. The distribution of answers to the question of , 
target 'of one's anger yere nearly identical. ' 

Sub-Group Comparison 

The ranges and the means of scores for men and woi^pn on eachj 

.. ^ • . / . " ? : 

of the five variables are presented in- Table 2. As the table shows, 
therfe are virtually no gender differences. In table 3, the potential 

" 

Insert Table 2 . 



ranges for each Kjiififetion^ are standardized. Table 3 sffows in high 
relief what is suggested in Table 2: the home-work dichotomy is 



Insert Table 3 



Istportant while the male-rf eznale dichotomy is not. Both men and 

women feel less dei^riVation about the way things are going in 

their home lives than about their work lives. Both men and. women, 

furthermore, feel. that the discrepancy between what they deserve 

to receive and what they are. actually receiving is smaller at home 

thdn at work. ^ ♦ . * ^ u 

* Discussion ^ 

~>- ■ ■ ■ ' 
It appears from the results that my hunches were genetally 

correct. The subgroup comparisons showed that gender was less 
important -than the work-home difference. The frequency counts 
showed that for -comparison oth^, one of the hypothesized pre- 
conditions of felt deprivation, the home-work differentiation was 
great, although it did not ^ke much difference for the issues 
oJE control and^^t^g^t. . • 

These findings do not, of course, seal^the case. They are 
but the first excursions' into the area of the contextual nature of 
justice and deprivation. Further work on these issues is planned 
using as yet unanalyzed data from the Boston Suburb survey. One 

line of inquiry is to look at the distribution of scores in other 

s ■ ; 

sub-groups. In the present paper, I have focused on data from 
the two most favored groups. Will gender difference emerge in the 
parent categories? Will they emerge in the low status groups? 
How j^^t housewives? ^Will they feel more or less deprived con- 




cerning their home lives than do^^jiejhigh status .working women? 
Another avenue of investigation is to see'Xhow the relationship 
7 . between deservingness and felt deprivation compares to the relation- 

' ships between any of the other , hypothesized preconditions (e.g., past, 
• ^ expectations) and felt deprivation. 

. . ' ■ " s ■„ . • • 
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The connexion between deservingness, dnger, and fairness 

''deserves, I think, to be Investigated in a number of. ways that go 

far beyond the scope of my . data. We^should study not only- the 

'extent to which people feel unfairly tfeated at work and at home 

but al^o the very ways in vhich they think about fai^ess in the 

tw contexts. One might, for example', follow the question: *'are . ^ 

' you getting the things yoii dBserve on your job?/' with the questioij: ^ 

"how do you know?" of "h^w easy is it for- you to Mudge this?" \ 

and repeat the sequence for home 'life. , 

' . ■ V . 

W'e should also, I think,^"l9ok seriously at the connection 
• between justice and depr^WioiT'^''^^ strive for justice'^nd ^ 
Confusions about the values, or the r^s are likely to be disorienting, 
lotential aide to navigating this utteharted territory. I offer 
^wing, 'proposition: knowing that /you are nbt obtaining what' 

■ . -f. ^ • . . ' i '. >^ . /-^ 

^i.mak^s you angry, but Aot knowing whether youjare or ^re 
^^"^^ cait'jbeT^literal^^ depressing. . 
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COMPARISOU 
OTHER 



Yes 
No . 



In trying to decide how good yo 
own jol) la» do you aver compare 
yourself with anyone else? 

' 271 7^.^L|. 
68 2o.oG 
.339 



Table 1: .. 
Frequency dlatrlbutlons 

■ f 



HOME 



When thlnklnfe about tha 
amount of work you do around 

house, do you ever 
cpnkparc your situation with 
that of anyone else? ^ 

1 



209 

193, 
402 



comoL 

V 



When soraetivlng dSes go wrong at work,* 
no matter whq In tn ^hlamtt. la It^ eenei 
wlttiln your con 



almost always within Ay conlrol 
•^soai^ticSbs within ny control 
rarely .within my ^ontrol ti* 
u*8ually beyond bV control^ 
aiJjost always beydftd my controO. 



to fix thii)^s? 








98 


28. A9 


195 


.56.69 




8.72 


16 


A. 65 


5 


l.'i5 








When somethlnfi goes wroncitryour 
'home- life, no matter wJyxJe fault It 
is,. Is it generally wfthln your control 
to fix things? ■ 
■ JK"-' . 
lOA*^ 36.75. 
169 .59.72 
3 O.Xl 
5 1.77 . 
^•-2 .0.71 , 
^ ■ ■ 

. :i83 , 



TARGET 



0' 



When Vou think of things that are wrong 
with your jo)>, do ydu get angry, resentful, 
.or bitter toward anyone In particular or do 
you get mad at things In genetal? 



It's always things In general 
usually things In general 
half and half 

usually someone or some people 
always someone or some people 



X 

5.93 . 
26.71 
35.01 
78.78 

3.56 



When things go wrong at hoiffe, do you , 
get angry, resentful, or bitter tovard 
anyone In particular or do you get mad 
at things In general? ^ 

25.71 
39. 2I 
29.24 
1.79 

280^ 





EKLC 



.Table 2: Sub-Sample Scores 



Wm 



(n° 31) 



Mfen 



> ■ 



WORK RD 



range 



potential range = 1 to 5 



1.62 - 4.00 



mean 



2:88 



T7 



Work deserve 



potential range = 1 to 4, 



range 



* mean 



1.88 - 3.50 



2.51 



1.71 3.00' 



2.28 



Home RD 



range 



mean. 



Home deserve 



range 



mean 



^Jotential range "1 to CAi^6 ^ 




\ 1,1-^4.67 
1.82 



1.63 



potential range. 
0.67'- 4.67 



1.68 




2.62 



0.67 to 8.3 , 
0.67 - 3.00 

1.43 



Depresision 



range 



meqn 



•potential range = 1 to 4 

,1 iy.o6 - 2.2 yr i.c: 

'■■^^^fe36 - . . ' 1.4 



- 2.50 



ERIC 



16 



rife 



14 




/ 



Table 3: ' 

I 

Stanc^arlsed Mean Scores 



Women Men 



4- 



Work RD 4.26 ' ^ " 3.86 

Home RD . . 3.42 - 3.06 



Women , Men 
WorH deserve ' ^ /' \ ^- 4.A2 ■ \ 4.01^ ^ 

"Home deserve . 7 ^ , 2^11 ^ 1.76 



At? 



I 



ERLC 



^ 17 



WORK - RD 



Appendix, 1 



; 17. Within the last ^ear, how of-.^n ha- ^ w fe- that' work ik a grati- 
ing experience? ( read ' 

ft • 

-ou'DSt nevsr or never • • . . . i 

On) .nee or twice • •••••• 2 

^^^^ once a month 3 

i ut once a. Weuek • • 4 

^ ie of times a week .... 5 

E—.ry day . / . , . . . ... . 6 

1 — . all the time . . . . . , 7 

ASK THIS QUESTION FOR EACH . .REA (a - d) :^Z3TED BELOW . / , / 

• • ' ' ' • ••' ^ 

42. Frustrating incidents nap5 an more or Ijss frequently in people's jobs.^ 

Please tell me how often ou feel ir^cr;-, frustrated or bitter about 

the way ^things go at work . ThirJ: nbcur things involving: ( READ EACH 

AREA . ) 

AREA - ■ 



How often ; 

At least 2-3 
timers a day . 

^ Once a day f . 

At least 2 -J ; 
times a week. 



Once a we^k . 

At' lejsist 2-3 
tim^a a month « 

Jnce a^ monthr ^ 

At least 2^3 
times a Vear 



Once, a year or 
less . ... 



(DOES 

APPLY) . 



a) * 
Your Own 
Immediate 
Work Group 



1 
2 

3 
4 

5 

6 



14/ 



Your 
Organization 



1 

2 

3 
4 

5 
6 



15/ 



c) 

Outside 
Organizations 
or Individuals 

1 . ^ 

■ .2 

3 
4^ 

5 

6 , 

'7 ■ ■. 




- RD (con't) 




43. Within zhis las 


- yc 


concer ;J.ng dac) 


of Jit::; 


Aspect ' ' 


Always 


xray ana nrjuige 




benefits ... . 


1 


Number of hour - 


1 






advancement . . 


. 1 " 


Challenge • • 


1 






prestige. . . 


r. 


Job Security. 




General. » 




woi^klng - . 
ccmditions ' . <> . 







• V * Appendix^ 2, 

.low often have you felt some sense of grievance ' 



2 
2 

2 

> 2 
2 

■I . 



Occa- 



3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 



'4' 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 



5* 
5^ 

5 
5 

5 
5 



(DOES 
NOT 



'6 
6 

6 

.6 

6 
6 



45.^ Within the la.: 



nth^ hov; often has your boss let vou down? 

ory frequently J . 

Fairly often 
./sometimes . . . ^. « • , , ... 
Hardly ever 



46a. How about ;yoir co-worr-r^? Within the last month have 
. le^ you down? ' " 



. 1 

2 

•1 3 
• 4 
. 5 



-\isr7er r 



• • . . ■ .■ • 

Z :ihrk alone. . . . * • 




y co-workers"* 



ory f^equ^ntly^^ . . . ^ . . . . . J . / . . , ^' . 
lairly .often . ... i , 
Sametines J. • • « , , , , , , 

^tdly aver 

' - C ' 



...... 2 / 

. • • • • 4 \ 
• * • ^ . . '5 



J' 
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DESERVE ^ 



24. li. view of your training 'aiid abilities, is your pre .ai or 
il: ought to be? (READ LIST) ^ 



Definitely • • 
Probably • • • 
I'm not sure 
Probably not 
Definitely not 



Wou- :\ Sciy- thE ;oiir pay and fringe benefits ^-a ( READ LIST ) : 

Better than you deserve 
^"*Wiat you deserve • • • • • » * • • • 
Mightly less than you deser^ • : 

. * Much less than you deserve , 



ASK THIS QUESTION 70R lACH LISTED ASPECT >. 

I6o HcTv : : the. :ther^ aspects of your job? Which Gt:ateii..-n:i or zhii 
ccz I der, rib ss' your ( ASPECT J ? - 

Better , ; Slightly Much : .-ss 

Than I * What I , .Less Than Than ^ (DOES k: 

Deserve -Deserve I Deserve Deserr^ e * Ai-PLY ) 

• 1 .2., ' . 3 , ' " 4 . 5 

Chances for advancement: i ^. 1° -2 "3 ' 'A 5 

Challenge • • • . . ^ • 1 • 2 ' ' 3 4 

Respect and pre^tigfe^ 2 3 4 5 

Job security • • .r, ^, , • 1 * . .. . 2"" * 3 - 4 5 A- 

General working conditions. 1 - 2 ^3 4 i 5 




HOME - RD 



Appendix, 4 



80. Withi'n the last ybar, ho\^ ofter 
way things are going at home? (. 



it really goo. out the 



illiaos'r jver or never* 

Cr-^ly -r:. or twice^^r 

. toout c, J a month . \ 

About 2 a week. .'^ c 



o .1 

e . ^ 

« • ^ 3 

." .... 4 

. . 5 



6 . . ^• 



very c- ........ . 

» ■■ , ■. ^ \ " .' ■ 

81. ; Frustrating I'ncid-^ts happen moi ~- - i r frequently in urs^' of - 

" ^T^U^^t^^' """^ '"^"y .ti'^es Kit:: n th. - week did sc:. . .ling happen 

vjich made you feel, a^gry^resant^ul, c:r :oz^ered? Plea,^ think about ' 

tnings.which have to do wit;h (ASPECT) / ^ • - ' . 



Aspect 

^.ti. • 

'work inside the 
/house (e/g, 
^ cleaning) . J . 

Work outsi^je the>. 
ho^se (e.gv 
; rShopjDihg) :. . . . . . 

* Dealings* with ser- 
viciB people j(e.g. ^ 

:J^epairmen) . . . . . 

^ V *^ *> /: :, • • • 

."^ 'Financiap. issues. . 



Rarely SoE^imes " Ocga::ir:nallv Most cf -ne Time^ 



Dca£ l^ot 



1 ^ 



2 



2 ^ 

0 



.' if RESPOtU)ENT LIVES, ALONE, SKIP tO' 94 ^ 
.-fee*Lati6iis with r- 



spouse 



•J * r 



,Rel^ations with. , 

other 'family 

mesiber s . . . . . . . . 



3* 
3 



4 
4 



v4 



..DC _\ 



.5 1 



5 



X 
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97. . Within the last rear, how often have you felt yesehtful about the 
amount of housework 'that you h^v^ had 'to do^^*- ^READ LIST) 



• Most of the time • • • • • 1 

^Very frequerftly. 2 
Fairly often 3 
Sometimes. •••••• • • 

Rarely 



Never. 



118. Within the last month, hbw often has your spouse let you' down? 
, • ' . - " Very froque^ntly ..^ • 

• ^ . ^ Fairly often • • • « 

' - • Sometimes, » . • 

' ■ * Hkrdly ever. . . . '. 

/ .... ^ 

- ■ ' m. 

^ . P Nev6r." . . . . s' . 



119. How aboi^tf others in your hot^ehold (peireiits, . children, etc 



Vexry- f rBquently . * 
Fairly of t^n . 
Soi&ietimes^ ... 
Hardly ever. . 



Never. • . ; . . 



No ohe else in household 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 



• « . ko 

. 2 . 

V - 
A -3 ^■ 

• 5- 



.1, 
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MB 



: 90 was used for scoring, but 89 was no^. 



89. Here la a list 'of chores. Please tell me each chore that you now do 
but dislike doihg* ( RECORD ALL THAT APPLY Itl COL> Q. 89 BELOW ) » 

IF RESPONDENT LIVES ALONE ^ SKIP TO 92 

90» How, please look at all the chores* on thia list again, and tell me- each 
chore where you do more than your fair share, that is, where'you do the 
chore mote ofter than you should. (RECORD ALL THAT APPLY IN COL > Q. 90 



1. 

.2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 

V 

9. 

' 10. 

12.- 



^EIiOW) . 



Shop for food 
Shop for clothing 
Everyday cooking 
Special cooking 
Dishwashing ^ 
Etapty garbage 
^ Laundry t 
W^sh windows 
straighten up 
Clean floors 
Make beds • * 

Budget 
: Pky bills . 
Minor repaUrs 
Major repairs 
Wash car 
Cut lawn 



Colump^ Q. 89 
Do'anc^ Dislike 



Column Q^. 90 
Do Too Much 



t 



1 
1 

f 

1 
1 
1 
1 

^ 1 
1 



13. 
14. 

^s. 

16. 
17. 

Take care of pets 



V. 28/ 
1 29/ 
3pA 
31/. 
32/ 
33/ 
34/ 
35/" 
26/ 
37/ 
38/ 
39/ 
40/ 



42/ 
43/ 
44/ 

r 



i 



91. Taking all^things into account, would you say .that you do more or le^s 
work around the house than you deserve to do? * (READ LIST) 





Much more. . • • . 


* • . 


... 


1 ; * 


Little more. .Y^ 


• . • . 


• . . 


■ 2; ■ 
3 ' 




Little less. . . . 




... 


4 




Mucheless. . . .. 


* . . 


. • • 




■ ' ' ' ' ' •. ■■■ ' 


About rigfht. ... 




. . ■ • 


6 


92." Does hoiisework take more 


time, than it -ought? (IF no.' 


' SKIP 


TO fi. 


94.) 




Ye8# • • • • • . . 


• • . 




1 V 






• • . 




2 



DEPRESSION 



^Appendix, 7 



ELI2 B/18 

122. NOW, below is a list of ways you might have felt or behaved. Please 
record how often you have felt this v^ay during the past' week, by 
circling the number of days you felt^ each of the following ways: 



Rarely (less Some 



During the past week than 



!• I was bothered by- 
things that^ually 
* don't bother me. 

.2. I 'did not feel like 

eating; my appetite^ . 
^ was poor • 

3I I felt that I cojjgid 
- not shake off the 
blues even with^heXp 
from- my f dmily or ' 
'friends. . 

^4. ■ I felt ^ that I was 

just as goo^ * ' 

other people. ^> 

5%. ^\^^hai|,,trouble keeping 
. jmy oin£nd on what I was 
doiilg. 

6. I felt depressed.^ 

7. I feit that everything 
I did was cin effort. 

8. \ felt hopefuijaj^Jout 
' the future. • .^'^ 

' r 

9. I thought my life had 

,beW a failure. 

10. >I felt fearful. " 

It. My* sleep was restless. 
12*. I was happy. 

13. I talked less than 
usual. 

14. I felt lonely. 

15. People were unfriendly. 

16. I enjoyed life. 

1,7. I had crying spells. 

18. ' I felt sad. 

19. /I felt that people . 

dislike irte. 

20. I could not get 
"going." 



day) 



(1-2 days) 
2* 



2 
2 



2 
2 
2 



2 
2 
'2 
2 
2 

2 
2 



4L 



Occasionally * Most of the Time 
(3 - 4 daysf (5-7 days) 



O 3 



3s 



3 
3 



3 
3- 
3 



3 ' 

3 

3 

3 

3 



3 
3 



■ \- 



4 
4 



4 
4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

.4 
4 

4 

4 



25/ ; 



26/ 



2T/ 



28/ 

29/ 

30/ 
3V 
i2/ 

33/ 

34/ 

35/ 
36/ 

■'37/ 

38/ 
,29/ 
40/ 
■41/ 
42/ 

43/ 

44/ 
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